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MEMORANDUM FOR: 


SUBJECT 


REFERENCE 


Director of Central Intelligence 

Proposed NSC Discussion of NATO Defense Posture 

Memorandum for the National Security Council, 
dated 5 November 1959, from NSC Executive 
Secretary, same subject. 


I have read the State Department paper entitled "Issues of U.S. Policy 
Regarding the Defense Posture of NATO” which I uncerstand will come 
before the NSC on 12 November. The purpose of this note is to urge that 
you throw your weight as effectively as you can in support of explicit and 
iEnplicit conclusions of this paper. The explicit conclusions are largely 
in the form of estimates of the consecuences of certain U.S. courses of 
action. Accordingly, it seems to me entirely appropriate that you comment 
on them; indeed, it might well be said that you should speak with more 
authority (since these are estimates) than any other member of the NSC. 

The implied policy conclusion of the paper is that we should not be driven 
by financial fears unilaterally to cut our NATO commitments. I hardly 
need explain why I think that intelligence happens to be on the side of the 
proper policy in this case. 


Attachment: Reference 

cc: D/D Cl RICHARD M. BISSELL, JRl 

UD/I Deputy Director 

a 'la ns) 
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DEPT OF STATE review(s) completed. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON 


November 5> 1959 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

SUBJECT: Issues of U. S. Policy Regarding the Defense Posture 

of NATO 


REFERENCES: 


A. NSC 5^33/1 

B. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary , 

subject: "North Atlantic Treaty Organi- 

zations", dated January 22, 1957 

C. NSC Action No. 2017 

D. NIE 20-58; NIE 100-59 

E. Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, 

subject: "Long-Range NATO and Related 

European Regional Problems", dated 
March 11 and 23, 1959 

F. NSC 5906/1 


The enclosed Discussion Paper on the subject, prepared by 
the Department of State, is transmitted herewith for discussion by the 
National Security Council at its meeting on Thursday, November 12, 1959 . 

The NSC Planning Board discussed a previous draft of an 
outline for such a Discussion Paper, and agreed that in view of the 
timing the Planning Board was willing to have the enclosed Discussion 
Paper then being prepared, submitted to the Council as a Department of 
State paper. 


25X1 

.Executive secretary 


cc: The Secretary of the Treasury 

The Director, Bureau of the Budget 
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
The Director of Central Intelligence 
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November 5, 1959 


Outline 


ISSUES OF U, S . POLICY REGARDING THE DEFENSE POSTURE OF NATO 
(.Department of State Discus'sTo'rTTaper) ' ^ * 


I. INTRODUCTION 


II. MAJOR POLICY QUESTIONS 

A. Has the Soviet threat to MATO changed since 19t9? 

B. What should the NATO military posture be for the 1960»s? 

1. "Trip wire" strategy. 

2. NATO "Shield" strategy. 

C. What should be the U, S. military contribution to the MATO Shield? 

1. Basic assumptions regarding the U. S. role. 

(a) U. S, military forces in Europe, 

(b) U. S. military aid, 

2. Could the U. S. objective of an effective NATO Shield force 
be achieved while reducing the U. S. force contributions 
and/or military aid? 

(a) Short-term possibilities. 

(b) Longer-term possibilities. 


D. 


What would be the effects of a substantial reduction by the U. S 
in the near future of its NATO-committed forces in Europe 




1. On NATO? 


2 . 


On the Western posture in prospective negotiations with 
the U.S.S.R. ? 
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ISSUES OF U. S. POLICY REG ARDING TEE DEFENSE POSTURE CF NATO 
“ (Department of State Discussion taper) " ' 


I. INTRODUCTION 

The problem of the military posture that should be sought for NATO 
during the 1960»s has . become particularly urgent for the U. S. Government 
in recent months. This has been due to the growing recognition that the 
U. S. balance of payments deficit and budgetary considerations confront 
the U. S. Government with difficult decisions on the levels of U. S. forces 
and military aid for NATO. Since such decisions can affect fundamentally 
the future of NATO and therefore of East-West relations, it is important 
at this time . that we reappraise the Soviet threat to NATO, the NATO military 
posture required to counter this threat, and the consequences of alternative 
U. S. courses of action for NATO and for the Western posture vis-a-vis the 
U.S.S.R. in prospective negotiations. 

During the.past year, attention has been focused on the U. S. balance 
of payments deficit, which is resulting in a substantial reduction of U. S, 
gold reserves and the acquisition of gold and dollar holdings by certain 
Western European countries. The U. S. might attempt to correct this deficit 
by means of trade and financial policies, by reduction of U. S. forces 
abroad, by changes in aid policies, or by some combination of those 
approaches. Since approximately half of U. S. military expenditures abroad 
derives from the stationing in Europe of U, S. forces committed to NATO, 
the question arises as to whether it would be feasible to withdraw any 
substantial portion of these forces from Europe in the near future. It 
may be thab such a withdrawal would also be indicated by the limitations 
imposed on the Department of Defense budget for FY 1961. The possibility 
of further reductions in U. S. military aid to Europe in FY 1961 is raised 
by U. S. budgetary considerations, and to a much lesser extent by the balance 
of payment deficit. 


It Is recognized that decisions on these questions must be made on the 
basis of judgments regarding the total level of resources available to the 
U. S. Government. and the relative priorities for utilization of these 
resources. domestically and in other areas abroad as well as for NATO. How- 
ever, it is believed that such broader judgments should be facilitated by 
consideration of the key policy issues regarding NATO's defense posture. 
This paper attempts to define the relevant issues of U. S. political- 
military policy toward NATO,* and to evaluate alternative courses of action 
with respect to these issues. 


" Tliere are a number of other basic issues of U. S. policy toward NATO 
and Western Europe which are not presented in this paper. 


Approved For Release 2003/07/31 : ei/&RDP80B01676R001 100060029-5 


SECRET 



Approved For Release 2003/07/31 : CIA-RDP80B01676R001 100060029-5 


SECRET 


11 * M AJOR P OLICY QUESTIONS 

A. Has the_ S oviet threat to NATO c hanged sinc e 19U9? 

The Soviet threat to NATO has been broadened and increased, rather 
than reduced. In large part as a result of West Europe’s economic recovery 
and the successful development of NATO, the U.S.S.R. has for some time been 
seeking to expand its influence, by means short of overt aggression, in 
other free xrorld areas as well as in Europe. Russian tactics directed at 
other free world areas represent in part an effort to outflank NATO. Never- 
theless, the U.S.S.R. continues to maintain massive forces in Eastern Europe 
and the Soviet Union, and these forces are a greater threat to NATO than 
they were in 19U9 because of the progressive Soviet development of nuclear 
and other modern weapons. The increased Soviet strategic capability against 
the U. S. has created Western European doubts as to whether the U. S. would 
risk destruction by responding with strategic nuclear forces to Soviet 
military action in force against Europe. These misgivings have increased 
the vulnerability of Western Europe to Soviet threats and blandishments. 

The need for a NATO defense which provides effective deterrence against 
any limited Soviet Bloc military action in Europe has therefore been 
intensified. 

While it is possible that changes within the U.S.S.R, may bring about 
a lessening of the Soviet threat to NATO, there is no reliable evidence 
that such a lessening is taking place. It would be dangerous for NATO 
to act on the basis of any other estimate than that the weakening and 
disruption of NATO continues to be a major objective of the Soviet Union. 
Hence, NATO’s main task, now as in the past, is to build a military posture 
which will provide a sense of security and enable the strengthening of 
NATO’s political cohesion, while at the same time developing more effective 
policies for countering Soviet strategy in other areas of the free world. 

B, What should the NATO military posture be for the 196 0’s? 

There are two principal alternatives as follows: 

1. "T rip wire 11 strategy . 

.This strategy would involve the maintenance of such limited 
tactical militaiy forces in NATO’s forward area as would be required to 
insure the involvement of NATO forces in the event of Soviet Bloc aggression 
in Europe. Its deterrent value would depend entirely on the continued 
capability of Western strategic nuclear forces to destroy the Soviet Union, 
assuming that the U.S.S.R, would be unwilling to risk any limited aggression 
in Europe for fear of massive retaliation. 

The forces required for a "trip wire" strategy could be maintained 
without difficulty. The resulting economies could be applied to reducing 
defense budgets and/or the acceleration of nuclear strategic capabilities 
in both Western Europe and the U. S. 
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However, it is most unlikely that, under conditions of nuclear 
parity between the U. S. and the UaSoS.R., Western Europe would have 
confidence in a strategy based entirely on massive retaliation against 
limited Soviet Bloc aggression. Such a strategy would make Western 
Europe highly vulnerable to Soviet threats of force and proposals for 
accommodation. Moreover, the Soviet Bloc might well estimate that it 
could with impunity engage in limited military action in Europe. It 
is extremely doubtful that the NATO Alliance could survive on the basis 
of a ’’trip wire" strategy. 

2 . NATO "Shield" strategy . 


This strategy requires the maintenance of strong military 
forces in Western Europe to ensure that a major Soviet offensive in 
Europe would bring about massive retaliation by the Western strategic 
"Sword" and to arrest such an offensive if it should occur, while at the 
same time bring prepared to deal effectively with any hostile local actions 
by Soviet Bloc forces. For these purposes, the "Shield" force must be 
continually strengthened with nuclear and other weapons of the 
most modern type, but must also contain conventional forces adequate 
to cope with hostile local actions. MC 70 represents the best available 
military projection of the minimum essential forces required for the 
"Shield" strategy. 

There are those in both Europe and the U. S. who maintain that 
the NATO Shield should have a larger nuclear capability, or a larger 
conventional capability, or both, than is provided by MC 70. Further- 
more, the UK and French Governments maintain that they must have 
independent nuclear deterrent forces to offset doubts that U. S. 
strategic forces wotild respond to a Soviet offensive in force against 
Europe, and this view is shared to some extent elsewhere in Western 
Europe. While these views merit careful consideration, an analysis 
of their implications is not required for the more urgent decisions 
that must be made shortly on U. S. force levels and military aid. It 
is sufficient for present purposes to recognize that they all point 
toward greater Shield requirements and higher costs than are indicated 
by MC 70. 

A strong and balanced NATO Shield force, in combination with 
effective Western Strategic forces, is the best presently available 
means of providing a deterrent in which Western Europe can have that 
confidence which is the first requisite for the maintenance of political 
cohesion in the NATO Alliance and of the will to resist Soviet blandish- 
ments or military blackmail. 
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C . What should be the U. S. military contribution to the NATO Shield? 

1. Basic assumptions r egard ing the U. S. role . 

(a) U. S. military forces in Europe . An essential element 
of the NATO Shield strategy is the continued presence in Europe of 
sufficient U. S. forces to demonstrate U. S. determination to help 
defend Western Europe. Without such evidence of U. S. intentions, the 
NATO Shield deterrent would have little validity in European eyes. 

The President in 1955 stated publicly that the U. S. would "continue 
to maintain in Europe, including Germany, such units of its armed forces 
as may be necessary and appropriate to contribute its fair share of the 
forces needed for the joint defense of the North Atlantic area while the 
threat to the area exists, and will continue to deploy such forces in 
accordance with agreed North Atlantic strategy for the defense of this 
area." In accepting MC JO, the U. S. agreed with its NATO allies that 
the U. S. forces specified in MC 70 represent its "fair share" 
contribution to the Shield requirements. 

This continuing commitment does not mean that the U. S. must main- 
tain indefinitely the present magnitude of its NATO forces in Europe. It 
is only logical that, as the defense potential of NATO Europe increases, 
these countries should meet a larger portion of the Shield force 
requirements and the U. S. should be enable to reduce its contribution. 
However, the President's 1955 statement clearly committed the U. S. not 
to curtail the combat strength of the U. S. forces deployed in accordance 
with MC 70 requirements except as might be provided by modified NATO 
defense plans. 

(b) U. S. military aid . At the inception of NATO, it was 
recognized that a "fair share 1 ' contribution by the U. S. to achievement of 
an effective Shield force would also require substantial U. S. military 
aid to NATO Europe. In view of the increased complexity of weapons 
technology and because of the magnitude of the over-all military require- 
ments, the provision of substantial U. S. military aid continues to be 

an essential element of the U. S. role. 

2. Could the U. S. objective of an effective NATO Shield force 
be achieved while reducing the U. S. force contributions and/or military 
aid? 


(a) Short-term possibilities . NATO Europe as a whole has 
grea-tly increased its defense contribution since the inception of NATO, 
and should be able to accelerate its defense build-up further. Germany 
and the UK have for some time been independent of U. S. military aid for 
their NATO forces, and certain other countries may now find it possible 
to obtain more of their military equipment requirements through procure- 
ment in Europe or the U. S. rather than through grant military aid. 
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However, the extent to which NATO Europe (or the U. S.) can reason- 
ably be expected to increase its defense expenditures within a given 
time period is conditioned by political as well as by economic considera- 
tions, and it is therefore difficult to determine with any degree of 
precision the magnitude of increases that might be expected. The present 
per capita GNP and consumption in NATO Europe is less than one-half that 
in the U. S. and yet the level of taxation is higher. These facts impose 
very real limitations on the possibilities for major increases in Western 
European defense expenditures over the short run. 

The magnitude of MC 70 requirements is such that their achievement 
cannot realistically be, expected without an increase in the level of U. S. 
military aid as well as in European defense efforts. There are substantial 
shortfalls in each NATO European country's achievement of its apportioned 
force contribution in the time-phased build-up required to meet MC JO 
goals by the end of 1963. The maximum politically feasible increases in 
Western European defense expenditures would undoubtedly fall short of the 
costs involved in meeting the full MC JO requirements by 1963. Therefore, 
whatever increased defense expenditures can be undertaken by European 
NATO governments between now and 1963 should be applied insofar as feasible 
to accelerating their assigned build-up under MC JO. 

It follows that, if MC 70 goals are to be realized, it would not be 
possible to reapportion national force contributions within MC 70 so as 
to permit a reduction of the U. S. forces committed to NATO. To initiate 
any such rearrangement prior to the approximate completion of the MC 70 
force build-up would jeopardize the entire Shield effort. Barring the 
development of an acceptable arrangement with the U.S.S.R. for a mutual 
limitation on forces in Europe, it does not appear that there would be 
any convincing rationale for a revision in the near future of the Shield 
strategy or MC 70 requirements on the basis of which there might be a NATO 
agreed curtailment of the U. S. force contribution. Even though it may 
not be possible for NATO Europe to meet all MC 70 requirements fully by 
1963, adherence to an agreed force requirements plan is essential as a 
stimulus to maximum defense effort by the Western European countries. 


Nevertheless, it may be that those governments with substantially 
improved economic positions could, in addition to accelerating their own 
military programs, help to some extent in the provision of military equip- 
ment on a grant basis to NATO countries unable to procure their own 
requirements. This would help to reduce the need for U. S. military 
assistance. Moreover, to the extent that the European donor governments 
were to procure such equipment from the U. S., it would alleviate the U. S. 
balance of payments problem. This problem could also be alleviated by a 
somewhat greater European contribution to the financing of NATO infra- 
structure programs. However, the European response in these fields would 
be conditioned basically by the nature of U. S. leadership. The Alliance 
has xn the past proven responsive to positive leadership by the U. S. as 
its most powerful member. For U. 3. policy toward NATO to succeed in the 
future, it . must continue to be positive in nature, leading the Europeans 
at a politically realistic rate to greater effort by its own example. 
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(b) Longer-term possibilities . When MC 70 goals have been 
achieved, it should be possible to undertake a re apportionment of national 
force contributions to the NATO Shield force. The further expansion of 
Western Europe's economic capacity for defense production and military 
programs generally should enable the U. S. by 1963 to reduce its force 
contributions and military aid to NATO. These possibilities would be 
augmented by now increasing U. S. encouragement of, and assistance to, 

NATO programs for the development and production in Europe of both 
conventional and advanced weapons. 

D. What would be the effects of a substantial reduction by the U, S . 
in the near future of its NATO- committed' force's in Europe?* 


1. On NATO? 

The U. S. has taken the lead within NATO in formulating the 
NATO Political Directive and Strategic Concept, in stressing the great 
importance of strengthening the NATO Shield, and in exhorting a maximum 
effort by all to achieve MC 'JO. Moreover, in accordance with the Presi- 
dent’s 1955 committment (see C.l above), the U. S. has just reaffirmed in 
the 1959 NATO Annual Review that it will maintain its MC 70 forces in 
Europe through calendar year i 960 , although allowance was made for the 
possibility of some subsequent adjustments, as in previous years (these 
have been of a minor nature). 

Consequently, any abrupt U. S. reduction of its forces in Europe 
would be regarded as initiating a major reversal of U. S. policy in the 
direction of a "Fortress America" concept. It would intensify Western 
European doubts regarding the firmness of U. S. intentions to defend 
Europe, tend to destroy their confidence in the NATO Shield, and invite 
a chain reaction in Western Europe to relax defense efforts. It would 
also give credence to fears that the U. S. was preparing to settle 
outstanding East-West issues directly with the U.S 0 S*R<, without regard 
to the vital interests of our Allies. It would give a strong stimulus to 
nationalist and anti-NATO attitudes in Europe, particularly those of 
De Gaulle. The political cohesion of the NATO Alliance would in all 
probability be seriously threatened. 

Since MC 70 is the NATO military authorities' estimate of the 
minimum essential requirements for an effective Shield strategy, any 
clear indication that these requirements will not be met would, in the 
absence of a convincing rationale therefor, require a reformulation of 
the NATO Strategic Concept and cf the Political Directive to authorize a 
revision of NATO defense plans in accordance with the reduced military 
capabilities. The new concepts and plans would, in all probability, 
involve sufficient modification of the present "forward strategy" so 1 


* NIE 100-10-59-"Special Aspects of the NATO Problem", on this question 
is in preparation. 
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that some portion of Germany would be left essentially undefended. Such 
a development would confirm the more pessimistic and extreme of the 
European reactions to a substantial reduction of U. S. forces in Europe. 

2. On the Western posture in prospective negotiations with the 

UoSoSoR.? ' ' ~ " * ' ™ 


Any abrupt U. S. reductions in its NATO-committed forces 
would, both in itself and through its effect on the defense efforts and 
political cohesion of other NATO countries, undermine the Western 
negotiating position in the prospective negotiations with the U.SoS.R. on 
Berlin and Germany or disarmament. The Soviets would conclude that the 
relaxation of the NATO defense effort had been brought about by 
Khrushchev's detente . This would lead them to stiffen their demands 
on substantive issues while on the other hand fostering the detente 
atmosphere by continuing to preach peaceful coexistence and disarmament. 
Furthermore, the effect of significant U. S. reductions on our 
European allies, especially the French and Germans, would make it far 
more difficult to develop a unified Western position for negotiation with 
the Soviets. 

On the other hand, the possibility of a reduction of U. S. forces 
committed to NATO might be used effectively in negotiations with the 
UoS.SiR. to extract from the Soviets acceptable reciprocal concessions for 
force limitations in Europe. 
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